historical and, in a broad sense, political. In making this argument, this essay-like much of the recent scholarship on Yiddish and Ladino-aims to extract Jewish languages from the realm of the static or sentimentalhopefully without dismissing sentimentality as a profound catalyst to the study of history and language. Engaging in a comparative study of Yiddish and Ladino provides a particularly good vantage from which to desentimentalize Jewish languages, for the act of comparison removes Yiddish and Ladino from presumed and sometimes glorified isolation. In so doing, a comparative approach highlights what is unique about the histories of Yiddish and Ladino, and, at the same time, illuminates the threads that weave through their otherwise cacophonous worlds.
At the turn of the twentieth century, the vast majority of the world's speakers of Yiddish and Ladino lived, respectively, in Eastern and Southeastern Europe and, more specifically, in the Russian and Ottoman empires. Ninety-seven percent of the roughly five million Jewish subjects of the Russian Empire declared Yiddish their mother tongue at the fin de siècle, while as late as the Second World War, 85 percent of Turkish Jewry and the vast majority of the roughly 250,000 Jews who resided in the Ottoman Empire's other successor states (Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Serbia, and Greece) identified Ladino as their native language. In both contexts, Jewish rates of literacy in these vernacular languages were extraordinarily high. 2 The existence of vast numbers of geographically concentrated speakers of Yiddish and Ladino did not, in and of itself, lead to an explosion of 2. Discussion of Jews' rates of literacy in Yiddish and Ladino (in the imperial and postimperial contexts) may be found in a number of sources. On Sephardi rates of fluency and literacy in Ladino, see Kalev Astruc, ''Data Concerning the Demographic Situation of the Bulgarian Jews, 1887 -1949 ,'' Annual 16 (1981 ; Harriet Pass Freidenreich, The Jews of Yugoslavia: A Quest for Community (Philadelphia, 1979) ; Eyal Ginio, '' 'Learning the Beautiful Language of Homer': JudeoSpanish Speaking Jews and the Greek Language and Culture between the Wars, '' Jewish History 16.3 (2002) ; Bracha Rivlin, ed., Pinkas ha-kehilot-Greece (Jerusalem, 1998); Walter F. Weiker, Ottomans, Turks, and the Jewish Polity (New York/London, 1992) . The percentage of Russian Jews fluent in Yiddish is derived from the Russian census of 1897, an admittedly imperfect source. Results of the census may be found in: ''Gramotnost' Evreev v Rossii,'' in Evreiskaia Entsiklopediia, ed. L. I. Katsnelson, et al. (St. Petersburg, 1908-13) . This information is also summarized in English by I. M. Rubinow, Economic Conditions of the Jews in Russia, vol. 15 (New York: U.S. Bureau of Labor Bulletin, 1907 [repr. New York, 1976 ). At roughly the same time as the Russian census was collected, the Jewish Colonization Association undertook its own study of Russian Jewry. These findings are reported in Sbornik Materialov ob Ekonomicheskom Polozhenii Evreev v Rossii (St. Petersburg, 1904) . secular Yiddish or Ladino culture. These demographic realities were accompanied by a confluence of other factors, which, as a whole, formed something of an incubator for modern, secular, vernacular Jewish cultures. Among these factors was the loosening (in the Russian setting) and relaxed (in the Ottoman) nature of the imperial grip on cultural production in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the contemporaneous and symbiotic development of print and popular culture in other minority languages, the political and literary ambitions of Sephardi and Ashkenazi intellectuals, the evolution of Jews' educational and class status, and technological innovations which allowed for the production and distribution of affordable reading matter. Together, these forces led to the production of manifold genres of Jewish culture in print: original works of poetry, drama, fiction, scholarly essays, dictionaries and encyclopedias, translations of world literature, and daily, weekly, and monthly periodicals. These genres, which proved wildly popular among readers of Yiddish and Ladino, were both products and catalysts of a dramatic wave of social, political, and cultural change that rocked Eastern and Southeastern European Jewries in the roughly four decades that bracketed the turn of the twentieth century. When viewed in tandem, certain idiosyncratic features of these shifting worlds are crystallized.
The proliferation of Yiddish and Ladino secular print cultural met with various restraints in the era of empire. In the Russian setting, imperial censorship provided a brake-at times more intense, at times less-on Yiddish cultural production. At the same time (and, no doubt, not coincidentally), lively intellectual debates produced fissures in the Yiddishspeaking world. These translated into a panoply of linguistic, political, and literary choices: among them the weighty question of which of a large number of languages one should speak, read, write in, or teach one's children. Those that allied with Yiddish (many of whom were also active defenders of bi-or multi-lingualism, and some of whom envisioned secular Yiddish culture as a vehicle of anti-imperial critique), helped shape a cultural revolution in active dialogue with the non-Jewish world and with émigré centers of Yiddish such as Tel Aviv, New York, Buenos Aires, and Cape Town. cultural and political solutions behooved the Jews of Southeastern Europe. And yet, though the turn-of-the-century Ladino cultural world was a lively firmament, Sephardi intellectuals were dissuaded from initiating a Ladino renaissance on a par with what certain Ashkenazi intellectuals were undertaking in Yiddish. One source of their hindrance was also their greatest benefactor: the Alliance Israélite Universelle, a philanthropic organization founded in Paris by the Franco-Jewish elite in 1860 that would come to command, with the sanction and encouragement of local leaders both secular and observant, enormous influence over Jews in the Levant. By opening schools and funding the creation of newspapers and other cultural institutions that would echo its agenda, the Alliance intended to reshape Levantine Jewry in its own image: acculturated and bourgeois, patriotic and anti-Zionist, well educated and possessed of vocational skill, conversant with Jewish history and secular in orientation. Partly as a result of the Alliance's ideological labors, and partly because the organization provided paths of social ascension that went hand in hand with an Ottoman economy in full mutation, the acquisition of French became a social ingredient of Jewish economic, cultural, and communal development otherwise not provided by Ladino (or, for that matter, Turkish).
growing rates of fluency in the language of the state.
5 A familiarity with Jewish languages did not, however, translate into symmetrical cultural developments. Yiddish and Ladino culture were both vibrant in the interwar period, but these languages were not destined for identical fates, at least in the short term; transformations in the political and cultural map of interwar Europe proved something of a boon for the Yiddish cultural world, but they had a sobering effect on the Ladino Kulturbereich of Southeastern Europe. There is evidence that in certain areas of interwar Eastern Europe, readers of Yiddish were growing younger, while in Southeastern Europe, readers of Ladino were growing older. Memoirs illustrated these dynamics and surveys confirmed them, but new forms of literature narrated them somewhat more graphically. In interwar Eastern Europe (as in North and South America), a rich genre of children's literature and school primers in Yiddish was being created for young readers: in the Ladino speaking world, a paucity of comparable sources existed. Similarly, the penning of Yiddish autobiographies was increasingly captivating the interest of young adult writers in Poland and beyond, while the Sephardi diaspora witnessed no such trend in Ladino. The emergence of new genres of Yiddish and Ladino secular print culture did not exist in political voids. For Yiddishist (Diaspora Nationalist) intellectuals in the newly created states of Eastern Europe after World War I, developing Yiddish culture in general and Yiddish youth culture, in particular, was viewed as a means of preserving-and possibly even expanding-political capital promised to the region's national minorities by the Treaty of Versailles. A comparable legal edifice in Southeastern Europe did not exist. What is more, in the virtual absence of a Sephardist (of Southeastern European Diaspora Nationalist) movement, Jewish intellectuals in the region did not widely envision the development of Ladino culture as an achievement towards which Sephardim in general, and Sephardi youth in particular, should strive. Perhaps this asymmetry also explains the different levels of energy that were directed at availing Yiddish and Ladino print culture to readers. In the Yiddish culture area of Eastern Europe, many Jewish communities maintained libraries and stocked them with Yiddish sources. One study conducted in interwar Poland documents that Yiddish books represented over 60 percent of the books in 138 libraries surveyed. Contemporary readers of Ladino in the former territories of the Ottoman Empire, meanwhile, confronted a paucity of Jewish libraries. Those that existed tended to stock few sources in Ladino. regionally-in the forty or so years that bracketed the turn of the twentieth century. And in both contexts, it was young men and women who were most likely to emigrate abroad. But why Jews left their homes, and when they chose to do so, differed from context to context. The greatest wave of Eastern European Jewish emigration occurred in the last two or three decades of the nineteenth century and in the first decade of the twentieth. During these years, roughly two and a half million Jews left the region, most of them young adults in search of economic and social opportunities. By the interwar period, however, when Jewish emigration from Eastern Europe was slowing, Jewish emigration from Southeastern Europe was on the rise. Indeed, it was in the first decade of the twentieth century that this region saw the greatest upsurge of Jewish emigration. In other words, while Russian Jewry experienced a drain of its youthful population under the rule of empire, Southeastern Jewry experienced a drain of its youthful population in the empire's fading days. Thus at precisely the same moment that the Ladino cultural area of Southeastern Europe was graying, the Yiddish cultural area of Eastern Europe was retaining and replenishing its youth, even as it lost significant numbers to emigration. All this contributed to the asymmetrical production and legacy of Ladino and Yiddish secular culture in the interwar period.
These trends might not have had the particular effects upon the status of Yiddish and Ladino that they did were it not for the relative size of the Jewish populations of Eastern and Southeastern Europe. In the interwar period the number of Jews in the successor states of the Russian Empire exceeded six million, while in 1914 the number of Jews living within the boundaries of the Ottoman Empire numbered around two hundred thousand. Arguably the larger Jewish population was more resilient in part because of its size. According to this theory, while large-scale emigration from the Russian Empire would inevitably have had an effect on Jewish culture in the region, large-scale emigration from the Ottoman Empire and its successor states would have been felt much more acutely. Similarly, though Jews in Eastern and Southeastern Europe both experienced declining rates of fertility in the interwar period, these shifts would have a more profound impact in the Southeast than in the East. 8 Perhaps, all other things being equal-the relative strength of regional economies, Gutman, et al. (Hanover, N.H., 1989) . the pace of emigration, the appeal of non-Jewish languages-the Sephardim of the (former) Ottoman Empire, because they were fewer in number, were simply more vulnerable to a reversal of the good fortune they experienced under empire.
Educational patterns and intellectual trends highlight other asymmetries in the vibrancy of Yiddish and Ladino culture in the interwar period. In Poland and in the Soviet Socialist Republics of Ukraine and Belorussia, the number of primary schools in which Yiddish was the main language of instruction (or in which literacy in Yiddish was taught) rose dramatically in the 1920s. (In the Soviet setting, Yiddish schools were erected as Sovietizing instruments and in some regions their attendance depended upon coercion. By 1930, they were essentially Jewish in language alone).
9 If in the Soviet Union the production of Yiddish culture could rest on draconian motives, in Poland and Lithuania, the Yiddish school movement was supported by-and in turn fueled by-a secular Yiddishist movement. Perhaps the greatest achievement of this circle was the creation of the Yiddish Scientific Institute in Vilna in 1925. The YIVO Institute maintained an ambitious scholarly agenda, of which the study and preservation of Yiddish was one dimension. The YIVO Institute also contributed to the standardization of Yiddish that-in contradistinction to Soviet Yiddish, which was required by all Soviet publications-continues to be recognized as authoritative by most scholars. speaking ''homeland'' of Eastern Europe, in part by offering new models of cultural and political activism.
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No such pedagogical or scholarly activism emerged in the Ladino cultural world. By the interwar period, the number of Jewish children in the shrunken Ottoman Empire and its successor states who were educated in schools in which Ladino was likely to be taught was on the decline and, in any case, these schools were less and less likely to utilize Ladino as a primary language of instruction. 12 As mentioned earlier, the virtual lack of Sephardi Diaspora Nationalism or a large-scale Sephardi workingclass movement, meanwhile, meant that no energy was put behind the attempt to promote Ladino among Sephardi youth. This was not only true of the former Ottoman lands. By the turn of the century a Levantine Jewish diaspora had emerged, and a lively Ladino culture had emerged in New York, as elsewhere in the Americas. But this émigré community was small enough, and, perhaps, the pressure to join the American (and the Ashkenazi Jewish) mainstream acute enough to render impossible the reversal of Ladino's devolving status. Meanwhile, no language academy or central organization that would oversee the standardization or promotion of Ladino was ever created. Thus when Turkish was romanized in the 1920s, nearly all writers of Ladino followed suit, abandoning Rashi script in favor of the Roman alphabet. In the absence of a linguistic authority to oversee this process, speakers and writers of Ladino were now more then ever inclined towards linguistic borrowing. 13 By some measures Ladino popular culture thrived in the interwar period. There were, for example, ever more Ladino periodicals published throughout Southeastern Europe and the Levant, and ever more readers read them.
14 At the same time, the future of Ladino culture was by no means secure. Ladino continued to be valued as a cultural treasure by many Sephardim, but the economic, political, and pedagogical muscle required to preserve or indeed foster Ladino culture was not flexed, at least in any organized or sustained fashion. This communal apathy towards Ladino was born of perceived-and, to some extent, genuineeconomic, political, and cultural challenges. One suspects that, given the constraints interwar Southeastern European Jewries faced (among them shrinking economic opportunities, the evisceration of traditional communities, the unviable future of a Sephardi Diaspora Nationalist movement, and a groundswell of regional nationalism and anti-Semitism), efforts to fuel a Ladino revolution may have appeared a frivolous, futile, or even dangerous exercise. Though these dynamics differed from those that eviscerated the Yiddish cultural milieu of North and South America (as elsewhere) a generation or two later, in some sense the dwindling Ladino renaissance of the Ottoman lands presaged that of the Yiddish in these and other contexts.
The genocide of European Jewry served as a perverse leveler of the internal and comparative diversity of European Yiddish and Ladino culture. In the course of the Second World War, the majority of Jews of Eastern and Southeastern Europe were extinguished, and with them were destroyed the cultural heartlands of Yiddish and Ladino. Those who managed to elude the death camps-among them the Jews of Turkey, Bulgaria, and the Soviet Union-found their way of life profoundly and irrevocably transformed. European Jewish culture did not disappear in the wake of the Second World War, but those centers that had reigned in the nineteenth or early twentieth century-cities like Salonika, Vilna, and Warsaw-had effectively disappeared from the Jewish map.
If Yiddish and Ladino culture today are shadows of their pre-war incarnations, however, the reasons are manifold and cannot be attributed to the Holocaust alone. In the postwar American, Israeli, Soviet, and Turkish contexts, speakers and scholars of Yiddish and Ladino faced various disincentives to language development and maintenance: in each context, the decline of Jewish languages as vehicles of secular culture followed its own story line, but each, ultimately, moved in the same irreversible direction.
Certain divergences do, however, persist: some, indeed, have been sharpened in the aftermath of the Holocaust and the foundation of the state of Israel. Today a vibrant and growing Jewish community continues 14. Stein, Making Jews Modern. to maintain an ideological commitment to the use of Yiddish. In the United States and Israel, Yiddish functions as the spoken native language of the Hasidim, who also rely on Yiddish as a principal language of instruction in yeshivot. What is more, Yiddish newspapers and publications designed for observant readers continue to be published in voluminous quantity. To some extent, this predilection for Yiddish carries on an old tradition of utilizing Jewish vernaculars as languages of religious expression: one thinks of the significance of the Tsena u'rena (Yiddish-language commentary and folklore whose use dates back to the seventeenth century and which targeted women readers, in particular) or of Ladino rabbinic literature of a slightly later era. 15 The current reliance on Yiddish (as opposed to Hebrew) among the Hasidim perpetuates this tradition while serving as a bulwark of isolationism. At the same time, the Haredi reliance on Yiddish springs from instincts that are arguably more contemporary, among them an antistatist instinct (vis-à -vis Israel) that would be inconceivable in any other period. And even if one does situate this story in a broad historical landscape, asymmetries emerge. While Yiddish was wielded as a tool of leading antimodernists in pre-Holocaust Eastern Europe (the Hatam Sofer among them), in the Ladino-speaking world religious leaders accepted and even encouraged the learning of foreign languages and never advocated the use of Ladino instead of Hebrew, as do contemporary Haredi rabbis. Similarly, while isolationist impulses inherited from the nineteenth century have shaped contemporary Haredi culture, Sephardi Orthodoxy has tended to be a more flexible and, perhaps, less fearful entity.
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It is easier to understand the devolution of Yiddish and Ladino secular culture as a post-Holocaust phenomenon, and certainly the Holocaust looms large in our story. But perhaps the most striking conclusion yielded by a comparison of the asymmetric Yiddish and Ladino cultural movements is this: the contemporary challenges that scholars and secular speakers of these languages face have long and winding roots, roots that extend back before the time of widespread geographical dispersal, before the time in which Jews were consistently pressured to join national and/ or majority cultures, before the widespread embourgoisement of Ashkenazi and Sephardi Jews, before the establishment of a state of Israel, be- (London, 1996). fore, even, the Holocaust. The convergence of the fate of these languages-that is, the fact that both, today, are endangered (in the case of Yiddish) if not nearly extinct (in the case of Ladino) as living tongues and vehicles of secular culture-is an anomaly of the modern period, and, thus, comprehensible only through a wide historical lens. Studying these languages alongside one another and as lived languages with indeterminate fates reiterates that languages are not only sensitive vehicles of expression but finely tuned barometers of possibility: cultural forms that were never static nor simply repositories of sentimentality but, on the contrary, were crystallized versions of the people, polities, and periods that shaped them.
